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About ‘Trade-offs’

“Trade offs.” o series in economic education for nine-to-thirteen-year-olds, consists of fifteen 20-
minute television/film programs and related materials. Using dramatizations and special visuals, the
series considers fundamental economic problems relevant to everyday life.

In its first year, " Trade-offs” was used by approximately 500,000 students and their teachers in about
25.000 fifth- and sixth-grade classrooms. This more than quadrupled the amount of teaching of eco-
nomics as a subject. '

“Trade-offs” was produced under the direction of AIT by the Educational Film Center (North Spring-
field. Virginia), The Ontario Educational Communications Authority, and public television station
KERA, Dallas.

Programs are available on film, videocassette, and broadcast videotape.

“Trade-offs” was developed cooperatively by the Joint Council on Economic Education, the Cana-
dian Foundation for Economic Education, the Agency for Instructional Television, and a consortium

of fitty-three state and provincial education and broadcasting agencies.

The Consortium

Alabarma TV Commission

Aiasha Department of Education

Alberta b ducation

Anzona Department of Fducation

Akansas t conomie Education Council

Huhsh Columbia Department of Education

Cahtorma Consortium on Economic Education

Colaradn Department of Fducation

Connechcut Fducational Television Corporation
throudgh the Calvin K. Kazanjian Foyndation

Delaware Chapter of ACES. Inc . and Delaware
Department of Public Instruction

Flonda Department of Education

Gieariia State Department of Fducation Division of
b dncational Media

Howan Department of Fducation

fdahn State Department of Education

inois Office of Fducation Hlinois Council on
t conarmce Fducation

Inhana Counail for Fconomic Fdue ation Indianapolis
Pubhc Schools

lowa Pubhe Broadeasting Network

Kansas State Board of E ducation

Kentacky B ducational Television Authority

Fotnsiona Department of B cducation

Maine Departrment of Fducational and Cultural Seraces

anttoba Department of Education

Maryland State Departmerit of Education

Massachusetts Department o | ducation Massachusetts
b ducananal felevision

“chucan State Department of B ducation

innesota State Department of F ducation

“eceappr Authonty for B ducgational Television

Sesaan Department of Flementary and Secondany
boducation

Twehraska Department of b ducation

“revada Counal on B conomic B ducation

T Hompshare State Department of B ducation

Taras bersey State Department of B ducanon New Jercey
Probilic Broodoasting New Jersey Council aon
Fooomarne e ation

T ek Sstates Boahe shion | epartiment

North Carolina State Board of Education

The North Central Council for School Television. Inc.
The North Dakota Council on Economic
Education:and the Fargo Public Schools

Nova Scotia Department of Education

Ohio State Department of Education

Oklahoma Department of Education

The Ontario Educational Communications Authority

Oregon Department of Education

Pennsylvania Department of Education

Societe Radio Quebec

Rhode Island Department of Education. ETV Services.
Channel 36

South Carojina Department of Education ‘Office of
Instructional Television and Radio

South Daketa Council on Economic E.ducation - South
Dakota Department of Public Instruction

Tennessee State Department of Education

Texas. KERA. Channel 13, Dallas: and Gulf Region
Educational Television Affiliates. Houston

(Itah State Board of Ecucation

Vermont ETV Network

Virginia Department of Education

State of Wisconsin, Superintendent of Public Instruction

West Virginia Department of FEducation

Wisconsin Fducational Communications Board

Contributing Corporations

and Foundations

Amencan Telephone and Telegraph Company
The Bush Foundation

f xxon Corporation

Gieneral Electne Foundation

General Mills Foundation

General Motors Foundation. Inc

Ciulf Oi) Foundation

international Paper Campany Foundation

[ airdd. Norton F oundastion

Owens:Hinois

Phillips Petroleum Foundation

PPG Industries Foundation

Shell Companies T oundation Ine cmporated
Unien Cartnde Corporation
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Summary

1.5 paper reviews 15 diverse studies that have examined the impact of
the Tradeoffs series. The diversity encompasses variables examined.
designs employed. and instruments used. There are certainly common ele-
ments to some of the individual studies. but the diversity of the entire set al-
lows a comprehensive examination of the series beyond the scope of any

single study.
The studies reviewed have led to the following conclusions about the im-

pact of Trade-offs:
1) The series significantly improves students’ knowledge of and
attitudes toward economics.

2) The series significantly improves teachers attitudes toward
eCoNOoMICS.

3) Student cognitive and attitudinal gains were further increased with
teacher in-service training.

4) Teacher attitudinal gains were further increased with in-service edu-
cation.

5) The series is appealing to students, teachers. and administrators.




INTRODUCTION

Trade-offs1s an instructional television series of 15 programs designed to improve and expand economics in-
struction in fifth- 4nd sixth-grade classrooms in the United States and Canada. The series was developed by the
Agency for Instructional Television (AIT), The Canadian Foundation for Economic Education (CFEE), and the
Joint Council on Economic Education (JCEE). with fiscal support from 53 state and provincial agencies, 2 foun-
dations, and 12 corporations. In 1979, these organizations joined together to create a series that weuld “help stu-
dents think their way through economic problems and increase their understanding of economics™ (A Guide to
Trade-offs).

The result of this three year collaborative effort was the release of Trade-offs in 1978. One indication of the
impact of Tracle-offsis the number of students who have viewed the series. In its initial year of use (1978-79) Trade-
offs was broadc ast on 158 non-commercial television stations and was seen by over 500,000 students in almost
25.000 fifth- and sixth-grade classrooms. In the second year of use non-commercial television broadcasts had in-
creased to 274 stations and student viewers were also substantially increased (AIT. 1980). Additionally. while
Trade-offs was designed for grades five and six. there is substantial evidence of widespread use in the seventh-
grade classrooms.

Beyond utilization figures for Trade-offs, a cansiderable amount of data concerning its effects and appeal has
been gathered by a variety of projects in the United States and Canada. Some ¢ this data has been the result of
ricjorously designed. quantitative research that has examined the cognitive and attitudinal effects of Trade-offson
studert viewers. Other projects have gathered information that relates toteachers’ and students’ subjective ratings
of each program in the series. Aithough perhaps not the result of rigidly structured research. the data from such
studies add to our understanding of the reception of Trade-offs by teachers and students. This paper reviews a
broad base of information to form tentative answers to the following questions:

) How does Trade-offs affect student and teacher knowledge of and attitudes toward economics?

2) Do students and teachers enjoy the Tracde-offs programs?

This repaort 1s not ntended to be a critique of methodologies, aithough they will be disc'1ssed. Itis an atternpt to as:
sinilate and synthesize the results of the research that has been completed on Trade-offs so that we can gain a
more ¢ omprehensive understanding of its impact.

Fitteen separate studies will be examined. A summary of these studies can be found inthe chartin Appendix A.
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THE RESEARCH

Cognitive, Attitudinal, and In-service Training Effects

One of the most extensive and rigorously structured studies of Trade-offs was conducted by William Walstad
(1979). Hrs investigation examined: (1) the effects that Trade-offs had on student economic understanding and
attitudes toward economics and (2) the effects that teacher in-service instruction in both basic economics and in
the use of Iradde offs had on student learning and attitudes. This examination of the effects of teacher in-service on
student economic understanding and attitudes is particularly relevant since many school systems have devoted
considerable resources and time to training teachers for Trade-offs use.

Walstad utilized a non-equivalent control group design in this study. He divided 22 teachers and 563 fifth-and
Sixth-grade students from 15 St. Louis-area elementary schools into 4 groups, 2 experimental and 2 contral, as
follows:

F xpenimental Group |: The students of volunteer teachers who participated in a 30-hour in-service coursein
econotnics These students then viewed Trade-offs and participated in limited pre- and post-lesson activities
outlined in the teacher's guide for Trade-offs. The total student instructional time over the | 5week treatment
period was 10 hours. N=149

I-xperimental Group 2: The students of volunteer teachers who did not participate in an in-service course.
These students did view Trade-offs and also participated in the pre- and post-lesson activities. Total student

instructional time over the 15 week treatment period was |0 hours (the same as Experimental Group 1).
N-106

Control Group 1: Students of volunteer teachers who participated in the in-service course but did not show
Irade offsto their class 25, These students rec  ved no direct instruction in economics. other than the teach-
er's use of the economics presented in the district social studies text. N=115

Control Group 2: Students of randomly selected teachers who neither participated in an in-service course

nor showed Trade-offs to their classes. Again, these students received no direct instruction in economics.
N-193

Walstad used the Test of £ lementany Feonomices (TEE)! as his measure of knowledge of economics. The TEE
measures general knowledge of economics and was not specifically designed to evaluate Trade-offs. Walstad
need @ semantic differential instrument to assess student attitudes toward economics.?

In analyzing the data. Walstad used a multiple linear regression analysis. This analysis controlled for age, sex,
composite scores on an SRA achievement test. pretest economic understanding. and pretest attitude toward
economics. By using multiple regression analysis Walstad ensured a more carefully controlled scrutiny of the ef
fects of Trade offs

Walstad s results “otfer qood evidence for the value of Tracde offs. Both the experimental groups (groups view-
g Trade off+) showed significant positive differences in economic understanding and attitudes toward eco-
norics when compared to the control groups™ (Walstad & McFarland. 1980, p. 411). In addition. very interesting
compatisons were also made between the two experimental groups and between the two control groups.

The comparison between the two experimental groups helps us understand the effect that teacher in-service
e has on student economic knowledae and attitudes  The in-service training that Experimental Group | re-
conved Conaisted of a 30-hour course for which they received two hours of college credit. This group’s students
Showed signific ant improvernent in both econemic understanding and attitudes toward economics compared to
I xpenmental Group 2. who received noin-service training. Infact. “the contribution of teacher training represents a
G937 i rease 1n economice achievement and a 57% improvement in attitudes toward economics for students in
I xpenmental Group 1. on average, over the gain for students in Experimental Group 2" (Walstad, 1979.p. 10).
Althoudgh o 30-hour course is costly both in time and money. the concomitant increases in student c ognitive and
Antudined scores were certainly impressive

The ot indic ated no sigriticant differenc es between the two control groups Control Group 2 teachers were




not voluntests (the other three groups consisted entirely of volunteers) and did not recetve in-service training nor
show Trade offs to then students Control Group | teachers, onthe other hand. received the in-service training but
did not show Tradeoffstotheir students. Walstad concluded from these results that, “Apparently. trained teachers
are most etfective when what'is learned in in-service courses is directly applied to classroom instruction” { Walstad
EMcEarland. po 41D This ﬁn‘ding is probably equally pertinent to the field of in-service education as a whole as it is
to Trade offs

These results led the researchers to conclude:

[rade-offs” was effective in all classes, whether or not the teacher participated in an in-service course in
e onomics. The study also provides support for the link between knowledge and skills acquired by teachers
dunng in service traiming and added quality in classroom instruction and motivational benefits to students.

Given the minimal classroom time required to use “Trade-offs,” this series provides a significant new
resource for instruction in elementary social studies (Walstad & McFarland. p. 411).

In a study that closely parallels Walstad's, Steven Van Bockern's doctoral dissertation (1979) examined: (1) the
ottects of Tronh- offs on student economic understanding and on attitudes toward economics: and (2) the effects
of teacher inservice training on student leaming and attitudes.

Van Bockern s study was conducted with 21 sixth-grade classrooms in Sioux Falls. South Dakota. randomly
selected from the 42 sixth-grade classrooms in the city. They were then, inturn. randomly assignedto 3 groups as
tollews:

Group | (Control):
Classes did not view Trade offs and teachers did not participate in in-service session. (7 teachers, 153
students)

Group 2 (Fxperimental):
Teachers did not receive teaching quides or participate in in-service instruction. but students did view
Trade offs with no follow-up activities. (7 teachers, 185 students)

Group 3 (Experimental):
[eachers participated in agix-hour in-service workshop on Trade-offs. These teachers viewed Trade-offs

with their classes and presented selected activities and discussions from the teacher’s quide. (7 teachers,
167 students)

Van Bockern measured the economic understanding and the attitudes toward economics of both students and
teachers For the student cognitive measure he used the Tradceoffs Student Evaluation—Form A, which was
developed by John Redmond of the North Carolina Council on Economic Education.? This 25item multiple
¢ howce test measures students’ cognitive outcomes after viewing Trade-offs, Since Van Bockern could locate no
measure of student attitudes toward economics. he constructed an attitudinal test that he called the Student’s
[eonampe Attitude Sureey @ This survey contained eight statements reflecting negative attitudes toward eco-
nomics and eight staternents reflecting positive attitudes toward the subject. Student responses to these state-
ments were recarded on a Likerttype scale. The teachers’ attitudes toward economics were measured with the
uestionnaire of Feonomic (Inderstanding ™ This | 7-item instrument measures teachers’ attitudes toward the
study of economics utilizing al ikert-type scale. The teachers economic knowledge was measured withthe Test of
Foonoeas iteracy which was developed by the Joint Council on Economic Education It is composed of 46
multiple <hoice questions to measure learning of economic concepts.

In analyeing the data for his study. Van Bockern used multiple regression analysis to control for students’ sex.
mtelligenc e quotients, fowea Test of Basie Skills reading scores, pretest scores. and theirteachers” past economic
preparation This data indic ated that viewing Trade-offs alone. with no follow-up discussion or activities. produced
significant pasttive effects on students” economic attitudes and knowledge when compared to the control group.
Furthermore, spending a greater amount of ime with Trade offs “through discussion and activities and having
teac ners attend anainservice workshop on the series increased the students’ economic attitudes . .. and economic
kniowledae when compared with students simply viewirig the series” (pp 96-97). He also found that the series had
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a measurable. positive impact on the teachers’ economic attitudes. and the teachers’ attitudes were even more
substantially improved by the in-service workshop. However. Trade-offsdid not, either alone or in conjunction with
the in-service workshop. have a measureable effect on the teachers” knowledge of economics.

A study by William Rohrer of the Washoe County Schocls (Reno, Nevada) examined the effects of Trade-offs
on sixth-grade students’ understanding of economics. The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of
Iracle-offs upe.. . ‘ermediate students and “to compare effects of economic understanding with problem-solving
ability and attitudinal changes™ (p. 2). Rohrer also examined the effect socioeconomic status had on the results.
" His sample included an experimental class (total N = 126) and a control class (total N= 92) at each of four
middle schools. The teachers of these eight classes had no previous economic in-service training (their level of
pre-service training in economics was not specified). The experimental groups used all 15 Trade-offs programs
with the accompanying materials from the teachers’ guide. The control groups consisted of the tradiitional social
studies classes.

Students’ econornic understanding was measured with the Trade-offs Test.” The Trade-offs Testisa measure
of students’ understanding of the economic principles presented in the series. The problem:solving test was
adapted from Shann's Measuring Problem Skills and Processes in Elementary School Children.® Semantic:
differential instruments patterned after Walstad's (1978) were used to measure attitudes toward free enterprise,
free market, and large corporations/big business. No reliability data was provided for these instruments.

To determine socioeconomic status, “weighted ratings were assigned for parents’ occupation, parents' in-
comes, parents’ educat.on, and dwelling place” (p. 4). Rohrerthen used these ratings to determine the relationship
of socioeconomic st&tus to the other vanables in his study.

Rohrer utilized both an analysis of covariance and a multiple regression analysis to analyze test results and
variable interactions. The multiple regression analysis examined the interactions of socioeconomic status, Trade-
offs instruction (yes or no). problem-solving pretest, attitude toward free enterprise pretest. attitude toward free
market pretest, attitude toward big business pretest. and economic understaending pretest on the changes (from
pretest to posttest) in economic understanding. problem-solving ability, attitude toward free enterprise, attitude
toward free market. and attitude toward big business. .

The dataindicated that Trade-offs definitely increased the economic understanding of these sixth-graders. The
difference in the means of the experimental and control groups was significant. The multiple regression analysis
revealed that the differences were due neither to socioeconomic status nor to attitudes.

The results were somewhat mixed when Rohrer tried to determine the relationship of econopnic understanding
to problem-solving ability. The analysis of covaniance revealed no significant differences in means of the control
and the experimental groups. The multiple regression analysis. however. revealed that the posttest score for
students viewing Trade-offs and the change in economic understanding from pretestto p~  :st have asignificant
regression coefficient with the change in problem-solving skills. Rohrer hypothesizes. * Trade-offs. itself, may not
have a positive effect. but economic understanding does show some positive relationship to gain in problem-
sowving ability”™ (p. 8). More research, is needed. according to Rohrer.

Finally. Rohrer found that Tracle-offs instruction significantly increased the students’ positive attitudes toward
tree enterprise and the free market. Attitudes toward big business were not significantly affected.

Thus. Rohrer's study revealed significant increases in students’ economic understanding when Tradé-offslwas
used. The data were inconclusive in determining the relationship of these cogpnitive increases to problem:-solving
ability Attitudes toward free enterprise and the free market were significantly more positive while attitudes toward
hiqg business were not.

Norming Data—Basic Economics Test

In a study of a decidedly different nature. Chizmar and Halinski (1979) gathered considerable data in the
course of validating an achievement test that would update the Test of Flementary E'conomics(TEE). The TEE is
an achievernent test of basic economics principles developedin 1971 for intermediate grades. (The TEE was em:
ploayed in the study by Walstad reported on p. 1. See note 1) In light of the many curricular advances in economics
over the past decade the Joint Council on Economic Education decided in 1978 to revise the TEE. The Basic
Foonome Test (BET) was the result of this effort It was developed by John Chizmar and Ronald Halinski with “in-
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put from a vanety uf professionals, both within and without economic education, at each stage of development”
11979, p. 2). Additionally. a working cammittee, consisting of public school teachers, university professors. and
other educational specialists. was formed for the initial writing of items and selection of items from the item pool
tor the pilot instruments. .
 Oneof the curriculum developrnents of the past decadg that greatly affected the developmentof the BETT was
the release of Trade-offsin 1978. Infact, A Guicle to Tracdle-offs was one of “three source documents, descriptive of
current c urricular thinking in economic education” (Chizriar and Halinski. p. 3) used as a basis for developing iest
items (the other two being The Master Currictdum Guide in Economics for the Nation's Schools. Parts | and I).
Development of a national achievement test of this scope is a massive undertaking requiring an extremely large
- pljot testing of the two forms of the instrumg:h_t_ for norming purposes. Towards this end. "20.000 tests were mailed
out: 9.000 for students with instruction in economics and | 1.000for students without such instruction. ... Approxi-
mately 53% of economic edutation in the norming group was Trade-offs. while approximately 46% was identified
as ‘other " (p. 5 and p. 13). This is an indication of the widespread use of the :=ries as a primary means of eco-
nomic education. This norming data was collected from classes in 56 schoot astricts.

One of the guiding principles in the developmental process of the test was that. " since the test would occupy a
rajor role in evaluating the effect of economic instructionsthe iterns . . . needed tobe responsive to classroomin:
struction” (p. 21. Since Trade-offs represented the -primary means of economic instruction for over half of the
norming group classified as “with instruction,” a considerable amount of data (much more than any study re-
ported in this review) was gathered on Trade-offs during the development of the BET.

In analyzing the'response of the BET to instruct_)lon, lhé(esearchers controlled for several intervening variables
by utilizing an analysis of variance. The analysis of varfanc€ used the variables of score (individual student score on
the BET), instruction (defined as at least | week of instruction. 13 or more weeks of instruction, or otherwise). sex
of student. grade level (five or six). and the interaction of the sex of student and instruction. The first analysis of
vanance indicated that the BET does indeed respond to instruction. This first analysis did not, however, allow
Chizmar and Halinski to examine the impact of extensive instruction on BET scores. A seco ndanalysis of variance
was performed, that indicated the BET does increasingly respond to increasing amounts of instruction. The
authors then performed a ttest of the differences between the mean scores of the Trade-offs students and the stu:
dents identified as "other.” “On both forms, the results indicated that those yeceiving Trade-offs instruction did
wiqnificantly better” (Chizmar and Halinski. p. 32). In probing for confounding variables. however. the authors

hypothesized thay perhaps students using Trade-offs re¢efved more instruction than students using other in-

,struction. They performed a t-test cornparing the differences between the groupsin mean weeks of instruction. “in:
deed. students using Tradeoffs did receive significantly more instruction™ (Chizmar and Halinski. p. 33).

Thue the results of this rhost extensive data gathering effort by Chizmar and Halinski indicatedthat Trade-offs
significantly improved student scores on thé BET. It also indicated that the Trade-offs group received more in-
<rruction. One must bear in mind. however, that gathering data on the effectiveness of Tradc-offs was not their
primary purpose. Their primary purpose was to demonstrate the development of a reliable and valid achievement
tent Nonetheless. a considerable amount of data regarding Trade off« was gathered that helps us to understand
the offects of the senes, ‘ ' '

Local Evaluations

Lwor stiches. one trom Kansas City, Missoun and one from Mimnesota, were produced as part of larger tele:
viaon evaluation e tivities m those locations.

[he Kansas City. Missourt public school system implemented the Tradeoffs series as part of a larqe-scale in-

e honal television project. The programs were viewed by approximately 1.400 students in 17 schools. The:
majonty of these students (89%) were in grades. four, five, or six. with 54% in grade five. A considerable amount of .

data on Tracde vlfs was aathered in the course of the evaluation of the television project. These data included stu
dett, pretest and posttest scores and surveys of both teachers” and students” reactions to the series The data are
Tetaded] s 0 report prepared by James Roleke. the [valiiation Conrdhnator for the school distnct.

[he students completed o pretest inSepterber and a posttestin Mav.in between testing the students viewed
e weres bot the estent of follow g activities was not speciticd On the Missoun Council on b eonomie Bducar
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tion's Test of Feonomics in Trade-offs,? the average gain achieved by the students was 18%. Although no control
group was used. the scores of the students who viewed the series were increased.

In addition to the cognitive testing, a survey was completed by 1,206 of these students. The students indicated
whether they agreed with, disagreed with, or had no opinion about each of ten statementr. Since not all of the state-
ments‘related directly to Trade-offs. we will report only the results that did. Most of the students (84%) agreed with
the statement, "| enjoyed the Trade-offs programs.” Even more (86%) agreed with, "| think leaming about eco-
nomics is important.” Many (75%) agreed they had leamed a lot about economics during the year. However, 52%
indicated some of the Trade-offs programs were difficult for them to understand (the majority of the students
surveyed were fifth graders). Thus, even though over half of these students said some of the programs were too dif- -
ficult for them, the majority (75%) indicated they had leamed a lot about economics during the year.

Additionally, teachers responded to 35 statements using a 5-point scale from "strongly agree” to “'strongly dis:
agree.” Most of these.items did not relate directly to Trade-offs so we will report only those that did. The over-
whelming majority of teachers (98%) either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, "The Trade-offs series, in
general, was an effective instructional tool.” However, the teachers were Clearly divided on the item, “Some of the
Tradeoffs programs were too difficult for the students.” Aithough 36% agreed or strongly agreed with this state-
ment 42% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Another 24% had no opinion on this item. Interestingly, only 26%
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “Most fifth graders are not able to urnderstand the economic con:
cepts presented in Trade-offs.” A majority of the teachers (67%) disagreed with this statement. These data suggest
that teachers believe fifth-grade students understood the overall concepts presented in the series, but the content
of certain individual programs was too difficult for their students. Generally, however, teachers were unanimous in
declaring Trade-offs “an effective instructional tool.”

Thus. *he results of the [TV evaluation in Kansas City showed that Trade-offs increased students’ economic
understanding—as shown on the Test of Economics in Trade-offs—by an average of 18%; that students enjoyed
the series and thought they had leamed a lot about economics from it; and that teachers overwhelmingly agreed
the series was an effective instructional tool, However, data from both student and teacher surveys indicated that
some of the programs were too difficult for fifth-grade students.

A report by Allen Stem (1980) of the Center for Economic Education at the University of Minnesota presents a
wealth of dawa concerning Trade-offs activities in Minnesota.-Stern’s report examined “the number of cooperating
schools and school districts, the amount of television broadcast time devoted to the series, the number, locations,
and effects of economic education graduate level courses and awareness workshops relating to Trade-offs, and
the impacts of these activities on the teachers and studeats involved inthe effort” {p. 10). The report is comprehen-
sive in detailing the impact of Trade-offsin Minnesota. Sections of the report that are of interest here are two quanti-
tative studies and the subjective ratings of the series by teachers. Readers intesested in other data are referred to
the full report by Stern. :

Teachers ratings of the series were gathered from a sample of over 500 teachers in Minnesota who had been
introduced to the series through one-day workshops. These workshops were designed to familiarize teachers with
the series by “demonstrating Trade-offs films and associated leaming activities, and by providing participants with
supporting curriculum materials” (p. 5). Oftheseteachers 252, who were pre-selected for evaluation, completed a -
standard form. The teachers rated the series on a 1-to-4 scale, from “very worthwhile” to “worthless.” Allteachers
rated the series as “very worthwhile” (69.9%) or “worthwhile” (30.1%). These subjective teacher ratings of the
series are certainly impressive for their unanimously positive results. ,‘ j

The Minnesota Center also conducted two studies to determine the effems of the series, in addition to its
teacher appea.. One study sought to determine the impact the series had on teachers’ knowledge of economics
and on their attitudes toward teachii1g economics. The other study sought to determine the effect of the series on
student economic literacy. ' '

The teacher study included 25 elementary and middle school teachers from 21 schools. The teachers volun:
teered for a 30-hour 12-day course i, economics at the University of Minnesota. Thein-service course covered the
teaching of basic economic concepts: the use of the Trade-offs series; and discussion strategies and supple-
mental activities. The focus was Tade-offs. alth&gh supplementary materials were introduced.

The teachers were pretested on the first day of class. The cognitive measure employed was The Test of Eco-

|
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e | Literacy (see note 6). The TEL is a measure of general economic ability not specifically designed to assess
Iadeolfs. The attitudinal measure employed was The Teaching Economics Test.'® This test is a semantic dif-
ferential instrument that measures teachers’ attitudes toward the teaching of economics. The teach?rs were
posttested on the final day of class.

The group means were compared using a simple t-test. Both teachers’ knowledge of economics and attitudes
toward the teaching of economics were significantly improved by *he workshop, of which the central focus was
Irade-offs.

The student study involved 173 fourth-grade students from 3 elementary schools. The experimental group
contained 90 students and the control group contained 83 students. The experimental group was taught by 4
teachers who had been trained in either a 1-day workshop or in the 30-hour course described above. The study did
not compare the scores of students whose teachers had received one of the two types of training ( 1-day workshops
or 30-hour course). Aithough it would have been interesting to compare the results with vartable amounts of train-
ing. the small nurnber of teachers in each group preciuded a reliable comparison. The control group was taught by
teachers who had not received any Trade-offs relatec. instructional training. These teachers used ohly traditional
district materials in their classrooms. Both groups of students were pretested and posttested with the Primary Test
-of Feonomic Understanding (PTEU).! The PTEU is a measure of general economic cognitive ability and was not
specnf ically designed to measure the effects of Tradeoffs. There was a 4 month interval between pretesting and
posﬁestlnq :

Both groups’ scores increased on the PTEU. Even though the scores of both groups increased, “the students
using Trade offs exhibited signifigant growth over and above the growth which occurred in students using only
traditional materials™ (p. 12).

Based on the results of these two studies, Stern concludes:

that “Trade-offs” can be an effective tool for raising the economic knowledge of both teachers and students:
“Trade-offs” also improves teachers’ attitudes about teaching economics and thus contributes positively
towards teacher’s inclination to use more economics in *heir classes (p. 13).

Stern goes on to strongly recommend that the use of Trade-offs in Minnesota classrooms be continued.

In a study on a much smaller scale, Thomas McKinnon examined the effects of Trade-offs with a group of 63
seventh-grade students and 1 teacher. The teacher was assigned to teach an orientation course that included
instruction in economics. but she had neither pre-service nor in-service training in economics. “The objective of
this study was to determine if teachers untrained in economics could effectively teach economics with the use of
the Trade-offs films and teacher's manual. A éecondary objective was to determine if students develop favorable
attitudes toward economics under these circumstances” (p. 2). In the context of this review, the most interesting
variables of the study are: (1) it was conducted with seventh-grade students and (2) the teacher had neither pre-
service nor in-service training in economics. 1

The design was a simple pretest/treatment/posttest design. No control groups were used. The
methodological limitations and small sample severely restrict the extent to which these results may be generalized.
Nonetheless. information was gathered that will add to our growing bank of knowledge about the variety of condi:
tions under which Trade-offs has been implemented and the results obtained under these various conditions.

McKinnon. like Van Bockern. used the Trade-offs Student Evaluation developed by John Redmond of the
North Carolina Council on Econpmic Education as his cognitive measure (see note 3). McKinnon developed his
own attitude scale containing ¢ight items that examined students' reactions to the series. Since it was series:
speaific, the athtude scale was administered only after the students had viewed Trade-offs.

McKinnon found that on tﬁe cognitive measure the students “posttest was a statistically significant improve:
ment over the pretest” (p. 4). On the average. the students’ scores improved by 19%. Cognitively, these studen{

made significant gains..’ -
Smee comparative data were not available for the attitude scale. thisinformation was simply tallied. McKinnon
conclu-: + from the tally that. “On the whole students indicated that they found the films about average. However,

they felt that they had learned a good bit about economics and thought that all students, even their younger




brothers and sisters should see the films™ (p. 4). Certainly, the scores on the cognitive measure support the
students’ feeling that they “had learned a good bit about economics.”

McKinnon concludes from these results, “This study indicates that teachers untrained in economics can ef:
fectively, teach economics principles utilizing the Trade-offs film series. . . . However, further evidence is needed
before strong conclusions can be drawn” (pp. 4-6). Indeed, the methodological limitations and small sémple pre-
clude“-,‘any widely generalizable conclusions being drawn from this study. For purposes of this review. however,
McKinnon's study demonstrates that Trade-offs can be applied in some seventh-grade settings and that ateacher
untrained in economics can successfully implement the series.

In a Canadiah study. Ken Van Apeldorn conducted a pilot test of Trade-offswith 12teachers and 285 students
in 4 school districts in British Columbia. This pilot study sought to determine students’ and teachers’ reactions to
the series so that specific recommendations could be made for most effectively implementing the series in these
districts.

The teachers in this study attended a one-day orientation meeting where they were introduced to the series,
were given some background information, and watched two of the programs. Following this, the teachers “were
asked to take re programs with the guide and apply them as they saw fit” (p. 1). No control groups or cognitive
measures were employed in this study; implementation, not research, was the primary motivation. a

This project included grades 4 (N =22),5(N =78), 6(N = 74), and 7 (N= 66). Both students and teachers in
these grades were given questionnaires to determine their interest in the series and its relevance to them.,

Since this project was to make specific implementation recomm dations, a steering committee was formed.
It was composed of four teachers and afaculty member from the University of Victoria. Based on the information
Van Apeldorn and his associates gathered, the steering committee concluded: '

The response of the 12 participating teachers and 285 students to Trade-offs was overwhielmingly positive.
The series is consistent with the core curriculum emphasis on developing problem:-solving skills. :
The series is generally most appropriate to students at the grade-seven level.

Teachers generally felt comfortable using the programs and guide.

The series comes closest to conforming in content and methodology (i.e. the inquiry approach) to Social
Studies curriculum.

The guide. although generally well-organized. should be revised to incorporate changes agreed upon by the
steering committee.

Many fourth- and fifth-grade students indicated on the questionnaires that some of the programs, particularly the
later ones. were too difficult for them. Additionally, five teachers inthe fourth and fifth grades indicated their classes
had difficulty with the later lessons, Based on these results, the committee recommended the series be used in
seventh-grade classes. '

An extension of Van Apeldorn’s pilot effort was conducted in British Columbia by Arlene Zuckernick during the
following year (1979-1980) and sought to further clarify and extend the information that was gathered in the pilot
year. In all. 15 teachers from 3 cities participated in the evaluation, which involved 324 students in grades four
through nine. Due to absences. 286 sets of student questionnaires were returned, of which 115 were coded and
analyzed. These students represented 7 different schools. The grade distribution was as follows: fourth —10.4%;
fifth - 16.59%; sixth—9.6%,; seventh—44.3%: and ninth~— 19.1%. Interms of the current review this sample is unique
in that it includes grades four and nine.

The students completed a pretest, a midpoint test (after viewing programs one through eight). and a posttest
(fter viewing programs nine through fifteen). The tests were investigator-developed and no reliability data were
provided The instruments were surveys. not cognitive measures. Viewing/situations and frequency of viewing were
not controlled. although 75% of the classes viewed onle program per week.

Ihe teachers completed a pretest, a weekly checklist after each lesson was complete, and a final questionnaire
at the conclusion of the | 5prograrn unit. Although 80% of these teachers had taught five years or more, most
(88%) had not taught economics previously: half of them had taken university level courses in economics. “The
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“teachers were encouraqged to discover or develop additional material during the experimental period. It was also
left to the individual téacher's discretion to eliminate any program deemed inappropriate for their class use” (p. 4).
In general, the teachers were provided a considerable amount us freedom in this design. The intent of Zuckernick's

~ evaluation. like that of Van Apeldorn’s. was to provide information to local decision-makers. -

During the course of the 15-program unit, there was a significant increase in the students’ perception of the im-
portance of understanding economics. The students were also asked “if and with whom they discussed eco-
nomics” (p. 7). Student responses indicated a significant increase in the discussions of this topic with parents and
teachers although they reported little change with respect to friends or siblings. Thus, according to student results,
" Trade-offs increased the students’ positive attitude towards economics and their actual discussion on economic
issues” (p. 7). :

Furthermore, there was a highly significant increase in the students’ perception of how much they learned
about economic principles during the course of Trade-offs. The students also responded to an item that
attempted to measure their comprehension of the decision-making model presented in the series (neither
reliability nor validity data were presented for this item). No significant change was found in responses to this item
from pretesting to posttesting. Even though the students’ perception of how much they learned during the course
of Trade-offs increased significantly, no significant change was noted in “their ability to state the decision-making
model enumerated in the Trade-offs episodes” (p. 8).

Generally. the Trade-offs programs were favorably received by the students, especially in comparison to other
classroom lessons. Half of the students indicated they would like to have more Trade-offs lessons if they were
available. Half of the students also indicated they had told friends in non-Trade-offs classes about the series.
Finally. 45% thought the unit was “more enjoyable™ than other classroom lessons. An additional third (32,3%)
thought it was at the “same level of enjoyment.”

The teachers, who completed a pretest, a checkiist after each lesson. and a final questionnaire. “initially
underestimated the length of individual classes” (p. 11). In the lesson plans the average time allotted for a class
was 55 minutes, but the average lesson took 80 minutes, plus 30 additional minutes of teacher preparation. Since
the programs are only 15 minutes, an additional 65 minutes, on average, were devoted to each lesson. Even
though each lesson took a fair amount of planning and classroom time, the teachers seemed to feel it was time ef-
fectively spent. “The majority (75%) felt that the Trade-offslessons were ‘more’ or ‘equally’ enjoyable to teach than
similar units and ‘equally successful in comparison to similar units” (p. 12). Teachers indicated that the length of

preparation time was the most difficult aspect of each unit, while “the motivational aspect of the programs to
stimulate the students’ interest was consistently cited as its greatest strength” (p..12). Finally, 80% of the teachers
indicated they thought grade seven was the most appropriate grade for implementation of the series, regardless of
what the teacher's own grade was during the project.

Teacher and Administrative Ratings
In another study. Michael Watts (1979) examined teachers’ and principals’ reactionsto the Trade-offsseriesin

a 2-day workshop totally removed from the classroom setting. The 39 teachers and 3 elementary principals from
Indianapolis. Indiana viewed each programin the series and completed an evaluation for each program and for the
entire series. Since this workshop was a brief. intense experience for the'participants. the ratings had to be
assigned with little time for reflection. But Watts notes that: / '

these teachers should'be seen as trained professionals with respect to r’naterials evaluation, and 11 of the
participants had attended formal workshops on economic education,where other economic education
materials had been examined and evaluated. In other words the paft‘icip/ants' ratings should be taken as im-
portant evidence on the effectiveness of these materials—certainly thé group's responses can be seen as
important in that if classroom teachers and principals reject a set of materials it is unlikely they will ever be

used (p 2).

Additionally. the ratings of this group are interesting because of the var/ety of grade levels taught by the teachers. ,

and because the group included administrators. The distribution of pénicipants by grade taught was as follows:

Primary (first through third)~3; Intermediate (fourth through sixth)—21: Junior High (seventh through ‘ninth)-—l
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14: Senior High (tenth through twelfth) — 1 ; Principals — 3. With this range of participants Watts triedto determine:
1) Do teachers and principals like the films?

- -2} Do they agree that the economic content of the films is meaningful?
3) Is the teacher's manual adequate?
4) In what grade levels can the series be most effectively used?

Watts collected background data on the participants’ sex, prior participation in economic education programs,

test scores on the JCEE's Test of Economic Literacy (see note 6), grade levels taught, and rough data on the

" reading levels of the students in the participants’ classrooms. He used a multiple regression analysis in examin-
ing his results, which “do not suggest that these personal characteristics are systematically related to selected
measures of the participants’ evaluations of the materials™ (p. 2).

Watts had the participants rate each program of the series on a 5-point scale with 5 = excellent, 4 = good, 3 =
fair, 2 = poor. and 1 = bad. The average rating for all the films was 4.1. “In general. then, the films scored very high
marks from these teachers and principals (p. 2). Participants completed these ratings at the conclusion of each of
the 15 programs <hown.

The teachers also indicated what they thought the most appropriate grade level for each program would be;
Watts concludes from these results: :

Clearly the films are perceived by this group as suitable for junior high grades. ... . Responses to this itemin
the questionnaire were typically given as some range of grades (e.g. 4-7). and taking the average of the lower
end of these ranges indicates that the participants did feel that most of the films could be used at the
(targeted) intermediate level (p. 3). '

These participants felt the series could be used for junior high as well as intermediate leveis.
In addition to rating each program, the participants completed a summary questionnaire. On this suramary
questionnaire the teachers indicated that:

1) The economic content of the series was irmportant and effectively presented.”
2) The teacﬁer's manual was useful and usable.
3) Their overall rating of the Trade-offs material was high (4.2 on the 5-point scale).

Also. based on their experiences in this workshop, “the teachers strongly indicated that they would use at least
sorne of the Trade-offs films in their classes™ (p. 3).

Eleanor Vargo (1979) of the Lambton County Schools in Ontario, Canada gathered teachers’ reactions to the
series by piloting the series with 14 fourth- fifth- and sixth-grade teachers. Working with these teachers on a regular
basis. Ms. Vargo reqularly recelved feedback on the series. Based on these experiences, she drafted the foliowing:

“The consensus of this group was that the series was highly useful, appealing. and stimulating. The students
were involved in discussions and follow-up activities which focused on decision-making skills and the in-
troduction of economics concepts such as money, prices, employment, production. etc. It also aided
students in understanding human behavior. All the teachers involved indicated their willingness to use the
series again and to recommend it highly to other teachers. They felt the teacher's guide to be very useful and
appropriate. There was some feeling that programs nine through fifteen. although still enjoyed and dis-
cussed by the students. contained more advanced concepts and the classes could not make as full use of
the follow-up activities. These programs might be more useful in intermediate grades. This would present no
problem as the material is not sequential (p. 1).

Vargo qoes on to recommend that programyohe through eight be viewed in grades five and/or six and that pro-
yrams nine through fifteen be viewed in grades seven and/or eight.
As part of her report. Vargo included some comments by teachers who had used the series. Since this review
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has reported so much “second-hand” evidence of Trade-offs effectiveness, it seems fitting to include some “first:
hand.” personal responses by a group of teachers. These comments by a group of Canadian teachers \ncll.ded

—My Grade Fours enjoyed dlscussmg the shows and learned somethmg from each one,
--The Grade Fives really enjoyed the techmques of dramanzlng a srtuatlon o |
—The student interest and excitement of the programs was more than encouracing.
—The programs were extremely relevant. |

—My students willingly missed recess to see it.

—We solved classrcom problems using the techniques aramatized-with excellent results.
—Many values issues were raised and discussed with encouraging results.

—| would gladly use further programs of this type.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This review has exarnined information from 15 separate studies and/or surveys. The stated purpose of review-

N
irig thig diverse mass of information was to form tentative answers to two questions:

1) How ﬁoes Trade-offs affect student and teacher knowledge of and attitudes toward economics?
2) Do students and teachers enjoy the Trade-offs programs?

In tt;i:ectlon we will integrate these findings and draw some conclusions based upon the results of these studies.

en studies (Walstad, Van Bockern, Rohrer. Roleke, Stern, Chizmar. and McKinnon) that examined Trade:
olfs effects on students’ economic knowledge were reported. Five of these seven siudies (Walstad, Van Bockern,
Rohrer.\Stern, and Chizmar) compared the performance of students who were in classes viewing Trade-offs with
classes |using traditional materials. In each of these studies, students who viewed Trade-offs performed
significantly better than their counterparts who used the traditional materials. The remaining two studies (Roleke,
McKinngn) compared the pretest and posttest scores of students who had viewed the series; no control groups
were used. Again, these results indicated statistically significantimprovement in the students’ scores. Based upon
these consistent findings of seven researchers in seven different locales, there ijs ample evidence that Trade-offs
improves student understanding of economlcs and that this improvement is S\dtlstncally 5|gn|ﬁcant when com-
pared to students being taught with traditional materials.

Two of those six studies (Walstad and Van Bockern) investigated the effects o} eacher in-service training on
students' economic knowledge. The in-service training the teachers received range from a é-hour workshop
which covered only Trade-offs use (Van Bockern) to a 30-hour course that covered basic economics principles in
addition to the use of the series (Walstad). Both studies indicated further increases in student cognitive gains, with
Walstad's study indicating a 93% increase in student cognitive test scores over students viewingthe series with un-
trained teachers. Although each of these studies needs to be replicated before firm ‘conglusions can be drawn,
their preliminary findings indicate that teacher in-service training in the use of Trade-offs produces further

- significant gains in student economic knowledge.

Three studies (Walstad, Van Bockern. and Zuckernick) that examined Trade-offs effects on students’ attitudes
toward economics were reported. Walstad and Van Bockem both found significant positive changes in students’
attitudes toward economics. In both studies these changes were further increased when the teachers involved re-
ceived. in-service training. Zuckemick also found the series significantly increased students’ positive attitudes
toward economics. Students also reported increases in their actual discussion of economics with parents and
teachers. Additionally, Rohrer examined student attitudes toward three specific variables, free enterprise, free
market, and big business. He found the series significantly increased students’ positive attitudes toward free enter-
prise and free market, while no change was found in their attitudes toward big business. Thus, the evidence
indicates Trace-offs produces significant positive change in students’ attitudes toward economics, and even
greater positive change when their teachers receive in-service training. \

Two studies (Van Bockem and Stern) examined the effects of the series on teachers” knowledge of and at-
titudes toward economics. Stem measured teachers’ economic knowledge and attitudes before and after a 12-day
workshop devotedto economics education that highlighted the series. At the conclusion of this workshop both the
teachers” economic knowledge and their attitudes toward economics were significantly increased. Van Bockem
found that the series alone produced significant gains in teachers’ attitudes toward economics and that these -
qains were further increased by in-service thaining. However, he found that the seri€s did not, either alone or in
conjunction with in-service training, producelsignificant gains in teachers’ knowledge of economics. Thus, these
two studies both point to significant positive change in teachers’ attitudes toward economics when the series is
used in conjunction with in-service training. However, they produced inconsistent results in comparing teachers’
knowledge of economics: Stern found significant improvement in teachers’ knowledge of economics while Van
Bockern found no measurable differences in teachers’ knowledge. These findings should be interpreted very
cautiously since the difference in designs, particularly the length and content of the teacher training, probably
preciude direct comparisons. \
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Certainly, all of the research that was available to us points to significant increases in students’ understand:
ing of and attitudes toward cconomics when Trade-offs is used, with further increases whenthe teachers involved
received in-service training. . ,'

Yet even with these documented increases in student attitude and understanding, it is important that students
and teachers like the series to insure its continued use. Accordingly, several investigators examined students’ and
teachers’ subjective reactions to the series. : ,

Six investigators (Stern, Roleke, Vargo, Van Apeldorn, Watts, and Zuckernick) surveyed teachers for their re-
actions to the series. The results of all six teacher surveys were very positive. All of the 225 teachers surveyed by
Stern rated the ser'es “very worthwhile™ (69.9%) or “worthwhile” (31.1%). The 39 teachers and 3 principals
surveyed by Watts ried the content of the series ag important and effectively presented and strongly indicated they
would use the series. The overwhelming majonity (98%) of the 42 teachers surveyed by Roleke indicated the series
was an effective instructional tool. The 14 teachers contacted by Vargo indicated the series was highly useful, ap-
pealing. and stimulating. The 15 teachers surveyed by Zuckernick generally enjoyed the Trade-offs unit and cited
the motivational aspect of the series, its ability to stimuiate the students’ interest, as its greatest asset. Thus, the
series was very highly regarded by a most important audience, classroom teachers.

Teachers surveyed by Roleke, Van Apeldorn, Vargo, and Zuckemick indicated some of the programs, particu-
larly the later ones, were too difficult for fourth- and fifth-grade students. Over a third (36%) of the teachers surveyed
by Roleke said some of the programs were too difficult for fifth-grade students (this finding was substantiated by
his student survey in which 52% of the fifth-grade students indicated some of the programs were too difficult for
them). Based on the data he had gathered. Van Apeldorn’s steering committee recommended the series be used *
at the grade seven level. Zuckernick's follow-up study one year later concurred with Van Apeldorn’s recom-
mendation of grade seven use. Vargo struck a compromise by recommending the first eight programs be
used with grades five and/or six and programs nine through fifteen be used with grades seven and/or eight.

Finally. three investigators (Roleke, Van Apeldomn, and Zuckernick) surveyed students. Roleke found the 1,206
students he surveyed had enjoyed the series and thought they had learned a lot about economics. However, as
mentioned above. 52% of these fifth-graders indicated some of the programs were too difficult forthem. Van Apel-
4orn’s survey revealed that the majority of 225 students found the series to be easy to understand, interesting, and
important to learn. Zuckemick found that the series increased the students’ positive attitude toward economics
and the discussion of economic issues with parents and teachers. She also found that the series was, in compari-
son with other classroom lessons, generally favorably received by students.

Several areas have emerged from this review that suggest a need for further research. One of these areasis the
effect the series has on teachers’ knowledge of economics. Only two studies (Van Bockern and Stern) examined
this as a vanable and they produced inconsistent results. Of course. one would have to consider the level of pre
vious training in economics as a variable in a study of this type. Interestingly, Van Bockem's study showt J
significant increases in both student economic knowledge and attitude using only the series with no follow-up
activities or discussion. This suggests that even teachers untrained in economics can successfully use the series.

 Also, information from teacher surveys (Roleke, Van Apeldorn, and Vargo) suggests that: some of the later ¢
programs are perceived by teachers as too difficult for fourth- and fifth-grade students. Of course, this would vary' "
with the ability levels of the stud&nts. but further research is needed to determine the most appropriate grade levels
for different uses of the series. Finally, more research is needed which examines students’ understanding andin- -
ternalization of the decision-making model presented in the series. '

In conc lusion. the information reviewed has clearly indicated that use of the Tradc-offs series significantly
imptoves both studenfrlowledge of and attitudes toward economics. Furthermore, the evidence suggests that
Iiade offs also jmproves teacher attitudes toward economics. This might be equally important to the student
cogmtive and attitudinal gains. since teacher attitudes toward the so-called “dismal science” of'economics have
traditionally been very poor. Finally, the studies reviewed here suggest that the series is very appealing to both
teachers and students, which should help to insure its continued use in classrooms throughout the United States
and Canada The bulk of evidence has certainly supported the claim of Walstad and McFarland that “this series
provides a significant new resource for instruction in elementary social studies” (p. 41 1).In light of the information
which has been preserited, it appears that this claim may be extended to the junior high levels as well.
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NOTES

'Test of Elementary Economics. West Springfield
Public School. Economic Education Enrichment Program
{(New York: Joint Council on Economic Education. 1971).
This test contains 29 items with a reliability of .71 (K-R 20).

The same semantic differential instrument was used as
a pretest and posttest of student attitudes toward

economics. The reliability of this instrument was .82 (Cron-*

bach Alpha) for intermediate elementary students.

‘Redmond. John. Tradeoffs Student Evaluation
(Greensboro, NC: North Carolina Council on Economic
F ducation. 1979). Reliability data were not presented for this
test.

“The Student’s Economic Attitude Survey had a test-
retest reliability (one-week interval) of .86. Since only one
form of this survey existed it was used for both pretesting
and posttesting. .

“Vines., Carolyn. Questionnaire of Economic (nder
standing (no informdtion was presented by the author
on the location or publication date of Dr. Vine's instru:
ment.) An itemtest homogeneity analysis revealed a co-
efficient of .93.

*Soper. John. Test of Ecpnomic Literacy (New York:

Joint Council on Economic Education, 1979). Forms Aand
B were used as pre- and posttest measures of teachers’
economic knowledge. The reliability (using the Cronbach
Alpha) is .875 for Form A and .872 for Form B.

Klockars, Afan J.. & Leonard, Ken. Tradeoffs Test,
revised edition, (Seattle: Washington State Council on
Economic Education, 1979).

8Shann, Mary E. Measuring Problem Skills and

Processes in Elementary School Children (Boston Univ.:
School of Education. 1676). The test for problem solving
ability was developed from Part i of this work. Reliability data
were not presented for this instrument.

Test of Economics in Trade-offs (Missouri Council on
Economic Education). l.ocation, date of publication. and
other pertinent data were not provided by the author.

1%Kogan, John. The Teaching Economics Test. Thisin:
strument was adapted from William Walstad's (1978)
dissertation work. Reliability data were not available.

lDawson, Donald G., & Kilgore, John H. Primary Testof

Economic Understanding (lowa City, lowa: University of
lowa. 1971). The reliability of the PTEU is .78 (Cronbach
Alpha).
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Comprehensive Chart of Studies Reviewed

DESIGN/METHOD

PRINCIPAL

AUTHOR LOCATION SAMPLE SIZE
Wilham Walstad Students = 563
St Lows. Missoun  (fith and

sixth graders)
Teachers = 24

Steve Van Bockern  Students = 505
Sinux Falls, (sixth graders)
South Dakota Teachers - 21

Willlarn Rohrer
Woashoe County
5S¢ hools. Nevada

Students -~ 218
{sixth graders)
Teachers - 8

4000 students
{grades 4 6)

Jack Chiziar
by schol distie ts
throughout the

o rated States

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Nen-equivalent
control group
design

VARIABLES

1) Trade-Offs effects on
students’ economic
knowledge and attitudes.
2) In'service training of
teachers fer Trade-Offs
use and its effects on
student economic knowl:
edge and attitudes.

3) Multiple regression
controlled for age. sex,
achievement score. pre-
test economic under-
standing and pre-test
attitude toward
economics.

Test of
Elementary
Economics

( TEF) Investiga-
tor-developed
semantic differ:
ential for
attitude scale.

INSTRUMENTS

FINDINGS

Both experimental groups
(viewing Trade-Offs) showed
significant improvement over
control groups (not viewing
Trade-Offs) in economic under-
standing and attitudes toward
economics. These gains were
further increased with teacher
in-service training.

v

Experimental:
pre test/treat-
ment/post test
Control: pre test/
post test

Non equivalent
control group
design

Data qatfwmd

in the process of
valhdating an
achievement test
for economics
(Basic Eco-
nomics Test)

1) Trade Offs effects on
student and teacher
economic knowledge and
attitude.

2) The effects of in-service
training for Trade-Offs
use on student and
teacher economic knowl
edge and attitudes.

3) Multiple regression
controlled for: student
pre-test attitudes and
knowledge, teacher pre-
test attitudes and knowl-
edge, reading scores. |Q,
teacher post-economic
preparation, sex, socio-
econornic background.

1} Trade-Offs effects on
economic understanding.
2) The effecis of eco
nomic understanding on
problem solving ability.

3) Trade-Offs effects on
student attitudes toward
free market, free enter-
pnse. and big business.

1Y Irade Olfs cogmtive
effects compared to other
instruction.

2) Length of instruction
when Trade Ofls is used
compared to other
nstruction.
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flastc

Student: Trade-
Offs Student
Fraluation.
Investigator-
developed
student’s Eco
nomic Attitude
Sunvey.
Teacher:
Questionnaire
of Economiic
(nderstand-
ing. Tes! of
Economic
Literacy.

Trade-Offs
Test.
Adaptation of
Measuring
Problem Solt
ing Skills and
Frocesses in
tHlementary
School Chil-

1) Trade-Offs alone, with no
follow-up activities or discus:
sion, had a significant, positive
effect on students’ economic
attitudes and knowludge.

2) Student gains in economic
understanding and knowledge
were further increased with
teacher in-service training and
follow-up activities.

™) Trade-Offs alone produced

significant positive gains in
teachers’ attitudes toward
economics. These gains were
further increased with in-service
training.

4) Neither Trade-Offs slone nor
in conjunction with the in:
service workshop had a meas:
urable effect on teachers’
knowledge of economics.

1) Trade-Offs significantly

improved students’ economic
understanding.

2) Trade-Offs significantly
increased positive attitudes
toward free market and free
enterprise. but did not change
attitudes toward big business.
3) The results wher examining

dren. Adaptation the effects of economic under-

of Walstad's
semantic differ-
ential instr.)-
ment used to
measure
attitudes,

Fconanies
Test.

standing on problem-solving
ability were inconclusive:
analysis of covariance revealed
no significant differences while
a multiple regression analysis
revealed a significant regres.
sion coefficient.

Students receiving Trade-Offs
instruction performed signifi-
cantly better than students
receiving other instruction.
Students receiving Trade Offs
instruction also received
significantly more instruction.




PRINCIPAL
AUTHOR LOCATION

James Roleke
Kansas City,
Missouri
James Roleke

Kansas City.
Missouri

Jares Roleke
Kansas City,
Missouri

Allen Stern
Minneapolis.
Minnesota

Allen Stern
Minneapolis,
Minnesota

Allen Stern
Minneapobs.
Minnesota

Thotmas McKinnon

Fayetteville.
Arkansas

Ken Van Apeldom
Hntesh
Columtna
CANHADA

SAMPLE SIZE
Students =.1400

{mostly fifth
grade)

Students = 1206
{mostly fifth
grade students)

Teachers = 42

Tearhers = 225

25 elementary
and middle
schoo teachers

Students = 173
{(tourth grade)
Teachers = 8

Students - 63

leachers = |

Students = 2B5
fgrades 4. 5.

fr, 1)

Teachers = 12

post test

DESIGN/METHOD

VARIABLES

Pre test/treat
ment/post test

Survey

Survey

Survey of
teachers who
had participated
in a one-day
warkshop on the
series.

Pre test/treat:
ment/post test

Experimentat:
pre test/treat:
ment/post test
Control: pre test/

Pre test/treat-
ment/post test

Teachers
ottended a one:
day workshop
after which they
used the series

with their classes.

Students and
teachers com:
pleted question:
naires and
teachers regu
larly submitted
comments to
the project
coordinator.

Trade-Offs effects on
students’ economic

knowledge.

Trade-Offs” appeal to

studenis.

Trade-Offs” appeal to

teachers.

Teachers' perceptions of

Trade-Offs” worth.

Trade-Offs effects on
teachers” understanding
and attitudes.

Trade Offs effects on
students’ knowledge of
economics when the
series is used with trained

teachers.

Student know
attitudes toward eco:
nomics when TradeOffs
is used with a teacher
untrained in economics.

ledge of and  Trade-Offs

Student and teacher
reaction to the series.
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INSTRUMENTS

Test of
Economics in
Trade-Offs,

Investigator-
developed
survey.

Investigator-

developed

survey.

One question
scale: Teachers
rated series
from "very
worthwhile” to
“worthless.”

Cognitive: Test
of Economi.

{ iteracy
Altitude:
Teaching Eco-
nomics Tesl.

Primary Test
of Economic
Understand-
ing.

FINDINGS

Trade-Offs use increased
student scores by 18%.

1) The students indicated they
enjoyed the series and thought
they had learned a lot about
economics.

2) Over half (52%) said some
of the programs were too diffi-
cult for them.

1) The averwhelming majority
of teachers (98%) indicated the
series was an effective instruc:
tional tool.

2) Over a third (36%) said
some of the programs were
too difficult for fifth grade
students.

The majority of teachers
(69.9%) rated the series “very
worthwhile.” The remaining
teachars (30.1%) rated the
series “'worthwhile.” .

Teachers knowledge of eco:
nomics and atlitudes toward
economics were both signifi-
cantly increased by the 12-day
workshop (the treatment).

Students using Trade-Offs
exhibited significant growth
over and above the growth
which occurred ip students
using only traditional methods.

Stuclent
Evaluation.
Investigator-
developed
attitude scale.

investigator-

developed
q estionnaire.

Students showed significant
cognitive improvement when
Trade-Offs was used with a
teacher untrained in eco:
nomics. No comparative data
was available for the attitude
scale, but students thougnt
other students should see the
series.

The response of the teachers
and students to the series was
overwhelmingly positive. Since
some of the later programs
were too difficult for fourth and
fifth graders. the steering
committee recommended it be
used at the grade seven level,




PRINCIPAL

AUTHOR LOCATION SMPLE JZE
Arlene Zukernick Students = | |5
British Columbia, {grades 4-7
CANADA and 9)
Teachers = |5

Teachers -

Michael Watts _
Primgpals = 3

Indiandapobs.
Indiana

tleanor Vargo |4 teachers
Sarnia. Ontario

CANADA
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DESIGN/METHOD VARIABLES

S(udent and teacher
reaction to the scries.

Surveys at pre.,
mi¢:, and post-
viewing. Pre test,
checklist after
each lesson. final
questionnaire.

Multlple regression
analysis examined scores
on the Test of Feonomic
L iteracy. whether or not
they had attefvded a
workshop ORn. economic
educan()n sex, grades
taught and feading level
in their classes.

Participants
viewed each
program in the
series and rated
it. They also |
rated the entire
series and the
Teachers
Manual.

Teachers subjectwe
reactions to the series,

Personal con-
tacts wit,
teachers and
written com:
ments provided
by teachers.

18

INSTRUMENTS

Investigator-
developed
Surveys. ,

P

-

HNDINGS

1) Tradv()/fs inc eased stu-
dents’ positive attitude toward
economics -and their actual
discussion on economic issues.
2) There also was a significant
increask in the students’ self-
perception of how Jmuch they
learned during. the' cou e of
series.

_ 3) Teachers: |nd|catedt e

‘motivational aspect of the films

“to stimulate students sinterest
- was its greatest assef. :

' _ grade 7 was the

e e 8

4) They indicated tfiey thought
ost appropri-
ate grade for implementation
of the series.

Investigator-
developed
rating scale.

1) On a five-polnt scale (5

being the best possible

ranking) the series was rqted
4.2'by these participants. .

2) They rated the Teacher's
Manual as useful and usable. (ot
3) They rated the content of  *...
the series as important and

effectively présented and i ,

strongly indicated they would ™
use the series. '

Open-ended
questionnaire
and persnal |
conjacts with
teachers.

1) Thn.,:onsensus of these

-,!Pi)chers was that the series

was highly ‘useful, appealing,
and stimulating.

2) The recommendation

was made to use the first eight
programs with grades flve and/
or six and programs nine
through fifteen with grades
seven and/or eight.

¢
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AGENCY FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION
Box A, Bloomington, Indiana 47402
812/339-2203

AGENCY FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION. a (nonprofit American-Canadian organization estab-

lished in 1973 to strengthen education through television and other technologies. Its primary function.

15 the development of joint program projects involving state and provincial agencies. It also acquires.
adapts. and distributes a wide variety of television, audiovisual. and related print materials for use as
major learning resources. AlT's predecessor organization. National Instructional Television. was
founded in 1962. The AIT main offices and midwestern office are in Bloomington. indiana. There are
regionai offices in the Atlanta. San Francisco and Washington, D.C. areas.

CANADIAN COUNCIL FOR ECONOMIC EDXICATION
252 Bloor Street West, Toronto, Ontario M5S 1V5
416/968-2236

CANADIAN FOUNDATION FOR ECONOMIC EDUCATION. a federally-chartered nonprofit organiza-
tion dedicated to strengthening economics instruction in Canada. It aims to promote greater eco-
nomic awareness by assisting and encouraging the educational systems to improve the quality and
expand the quantity of economics now being taught in Canadian elementary and secondary schools.
The Foundation produces educational materials and provides resources and programs to facilitate
the teaching of economics and economics-related subjects throughout the country.

JOINT COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION
1212 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10036
212/582-5150 '

JOINT COUNCIL ON ECONOMIC EDUCATION. an independent. nonprofit, nonpartisan. educa-
tional organization incorporated in 1949to encol rage. improve. coordinate and service the economic
education movement. Its principal medium for expanding and improving economic education isa net:
work of Affiliated Councils functioning at the state level and Centers for Economic Education on col-
lege and university campuses. The American Economic Association and American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education are formally affiliated with the Joint Council. as are other national

“professionai groups concerned with economic education.
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